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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. GOODLING].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
October 31, 1995.

I hereby designate the Honorable WiLLIAM
F. GOODLING to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING BUSINESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of May 12,
1995, the Chair will now recognize
Members from lists submitted by the
majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority and minority lead-
er, limited to not to exceed 5 minutes,
but in no event shall debate continue
beyond 9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY]
for 5 minutes.

VOTE AGAINST H.R. 1833, PARTIAL-
BIRTH ABORTION BAN ACT

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to H.R. 1833 which would
ban second- and third-term abortions
in the case of severe threats to the life
and health of the mother and cases of
severe fetal anomaly.

Proponents of the bill attempt to ex-
ploit one of the greatest tragedies any
family faces by using graphic pictures,
sensationalized language, and distorted
truths. Families facing a late-term

abortion are families that want to have
a child. These couples have chosen to
become parents and only face the deci-
sion of abortion due to unavoidable cir-
cumstances.

Unfortunately, medical testing is
still not sophisticated enough to detect
fetal anomalies until late in the preg-
nancies. Also, some illnesses such as
diabetes or kidney failure can suddenly
flare up and put the health and life of
the mother at risk. The decision to
abort at this stage in a pregnancy is
agonizing and deeply personal.

This bill is not about choice. It is
about necessity. As the mother of three
grown children, I thank God every day
that my children were born healthy
and strong. However, not everyone is
so lucky.

Yesterday my office received a call
from Claudia Ades, a woman who lives
in Santa Monica, CA. She had heard
about the bill and called to ask me if
there was anything we could do to de-
feat it. As Claudia said so passionately,
“this procedure saved my life and the
life of my family.”

Three years ago, Claudia was preg-
nant and happier than she had ever
been in her life. However, 6 months
into her pregnancy she and her hus-
band discovered that the child she was
carrying suffered from a number of se-
vere fetal anomalies, including acute
brain damage, a very malformed heart.
It was doubtful that the child would
survive birth; and, if it survived, its
short life would be filled with pain and
suffering.

After speaking to a number of doc-
tors, Claudia and her husband finally
had to accept their view that there was
no way to save this pregnancy. They
chose to go to Dr. James McMannus be-
cause his procedure would allow Clau-
dia to get pregnant in the future and
would allow them to have a family.
“This was a desperately wanted preg-
nancy,” Claudia said yesterday, ‘‘but

my child was just not meant to be in
this world.”

Who here cannot sympathize with
the pain that Claudia and her family
faced? Those of us with healthy chil-
dren can only imagine the horror that
Claudia felt when she received the news
about her child’s condition. It is the
news that all mothers pray every day
they will never have to hear.

But in those tragic cases where fami-
lies do hear this horrible news, who
should get to decide? If, God forbid,
this ever happened to me or somebody
in my family, | would want the deci-
sion to be mine just as any of you
would.

The one thing that | know for sure is
that the decision should not be made
by the Congress of the United States.
At that horrible, tragic moment the
Congress, the Government, just has no
place in the home, in the hearts, in the
decisionmaking of these agonizing fam-
ilies.

I beg my colleagues to think very
carefully, to vote against H.R. 1833.
This is not a Democrat or Republican
issue. This is not a pro-choice or an
anti-choice issue. This tragedy can
strike any family regardless of party
affiliation.

Defeat this bill so that women in
Claudia’s situation can get the best
medical care possible. Defeat this bill
because it is the right thing to do.

WORKERS’ RIGHTS IN CUBA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Florida
[Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN] is recognized dur-
ing morning business for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, in
his desperate effort to hold on to power
at any cost and by any means nec-
essary, Cuban tyrant Fidel Castro has
turned the Cuban economy into a
slavelike system.
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In Castro’s new economy, where for-
eign investors call the shots, workers
get the short end of the deal.

While the regime collects all the
hard currency produced by foreign in-
vestors, the Cuban worker, already de-
nied his civil and human rights, is paid
by the State.

Not in hard currency, but in Cuban
pesos, at the official rate of one peso
per dollar, although, in reality, the
real exchange rate is more like 25 pesos
to the dollar.

As one foreign investor put it, ““you
pay $500 for an employee, and he re-
ceives the equivalent of $20.”

In Cuba, Mr. Speaker, independent
labor unions, worker strikes, and col-
lective bargaining are prohibited.

Instead, there is one State-controlled
puppet union, the Cuban Workers
Central, which reacts to every whim of
the Cuban tyrant.

For example, in 1992, when Cuban
ports worker Rafael Gutierrez at-
tempted to establish an independent
labor union, the Cuban Workers Trade
Union, he was arrested and detained at
State security headquarters, for sub-
version and distribution of enemy prop-
aganda.

Mr. Gutierrez was later released, but
was not able to find employment due to
the regime’s persecution against him.

In 1994, Mr. Gutierrez was denied a
visa by the Cuban regime to speak at
the International Confederation of
Free Trade Unions Human Rights Com-
mission, where he would have con-
demned the regimes’ human rights vio-
lations.

Finally, tired of the repression
against him, Mr. Gutierrez was one of
the thousands of Cubans who sought
their freedom, aboard a rickety raft,
and was one of the refugees held at the
Guantanamo Naval Base.

More deplorable and tragic is how the
Cuban regime is now using its repres-
sion of workers’ rights to attract for-
eign investment to the island.

Last August, Miguel Taladrid, the re-
gime’s Deputy Minister of Foreign In-
vestment and Economic Cooperation,
stated that, ‘““The current system is
more convenient. We are free from
labor conflcits; nowhere else in the
world could you get this tranquilty.”

Unfortunately, the regimes’ pro-
motion of its repression of the Cuban
worker, is having the desired effect on
investors.

A businessman from the Dominician
Republic had this to say, ‘“The main
reason why | chose to invest in Cuba,
rather than in the Dominican Republic,
was the assurance by the Cubans that |
would not have to negotiate, or be
forced to sign, collective agreements
with trade unions.”

He added that, ‘““The Cuban Govern-
ment is attracting European investors
by promising cheap labor and the ab-
sence of free trade unions.”’

This tragic scenario of workers’
rights in Cuba is apparently alien to
some of my colleagues from the other
side of the aisle, who hosted and ex-
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pressed their great admiration for Cas-
tro during his recent trip to New York
City.

My Democrat colleagues from that
great city all have excellent lifetime
voting records supporting workers’
rights in the United States, according
to the AFL-CIO. One of them has 100
percent lifetime AFL-CIO record, while
the other two have a 95 and 94 percent
rating.

Apparently, my colleagues are all for
worker rights, except, of course, when
those rights might interfere or harm
their relationship with their good
buddy, Fidel Castro.

For not a peep was heard from them,
condemning the repression of workers’
rights in Cuba by Castro.

Maybe we should not be surprised,
Mr. Speaker, that my colleagues would
not want to tarnish their sweet rela-
tionship with the tyrant.

After all, they spend a lot of time
and effort to assure that the tyrant re-
ceived a warm greeting in New York
City.

One of our colleagues made a heart-
warming gift to Castro: a pair of box-
ing gloves claiming that, ‘“Fidel is No.
1.

Yet another one could not contain
himself and repeatedly hugged the ty-
rant and applauded Castro’s rhetoric of
being for the working people of the
world.

Apparently, my colleagues do not
care much for those like Mr. Gutierrez
and others who dared to challenge the
regimes’ repression, for never did they
bring up the subject of workers’ rights
to Castro.

The same congressional colleagues
oppose the U.S. embargo against Cas-
tro and, instead, promote free and open
trade with the tyrant, as an instru-
ment to push him from power.

Oddly, some of them did not promote
these views in Haiti or South Africa,
where some supported economic em-
bargoes against the undemocratic re-
gimes of those two countries to help
bring freedom and democracy.

My colleagues might be for workers’
rights in the United States, and Castro
might give the impression that he sup-
ports working people of the world, but
neither my colleagues nor Castro show
much concern for the working people of
Cuba.

If an award were to be given for hy-
pocrisy, Mr. Speaker, my three New
York Democrat colleagues who cheered
Castro in New York would win hands
down.

Today is trick or treat day. But our
New York colleagues got an early start
on Halloween. They treated Castro
well; they tried to trick the people of
the United States and Cuba. But free-
dom-loving people will not be fooled.
Democracy must come to my enslaved
native homeland.

VOTE AGAINST H.R. 1833, PARTIAL-
BIRTH ABORTION BAN ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
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12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] is recognized
during morning business for 5 minutes.

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, |
must say, as | stand here to discuss the
bill H.R. 1833, it is appropriate we do
this, | guess, on Halloween, because
this is such a ghoulish issue and it is so
very distressing to me that this body is
moving forward to deal with this issue.

In America, it is wonderful because
most people when they become preg-
nant have no problems. But not all peo-
ple. Last year, this country was fortu-
nate in that it only had to have about
600 late-term abortions. But let me tell
you, every one of those was terribly
critical, dealing with the life of the
mother or fetal abnormalities that
could not be treated in utero, that
could be incompatible with life, totally
incompatible with life and could harm
the mother and her future ability to go
on and have a normal family.

Luckily, most people are not going to
be affected by this bill. But let me tell
you, for anyone who is going to be af-
fected by this bill, they are going to be
outraged.

As the gentlewoman from New York
talked about, when any family has de-
cided to have a child and is very ex-
cited and very enthusiastic about it,
and these are the people we are talking
about, and they suddenly get toward
the end and find some horrendous,
awful thing has derailed their dream, if
they find the Congress of the United
States has started practicing medicine
without a license and has decided that
the safest procedure a doctor might
recommend cannot be given, a proce-
dure that would allow that family to
go forward and have another child
without really threatening the repro-
ductive organs of the woman or her life
is no longer allowed by order of the
U.S. Congress, that the fact that her
life cannot be taken into account or
anything else, 1 think that family is
going to be totally outraged, has every
reason to be totally outraged. You
have got to really ask, why do we
think we have that power?

What we are going to be doing as we
deal with this issue is we are really at-
tempting to demonize women who are
put in this position and demonize doc-
tors who are trying to treat them. We
are trying to say, this is a procedure
that is so awful and so terrible that
only demons would get into this.

Well, let us think about this. Is try-
ing to save the life of the mother some-
thing that you would demonize some-
one for? If you have a fetus with abnor-
malities that are not correctable, that
are incompatible with life, and we are
talking about very severe things, like
absence of a head, brain outside the
head, one heart, one chamber of the
heart, these types of things, where the
fetus can die in utero and then start
decomposing and cause all sorts of life-
threatening things to the mother.
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Are we just saying to her, “Well, risk
it. You risk it, and that is what you are
going to do?”’ If we pass this bill, we
are really rolling back the tremendous
progress this country has made on safe
motherhood. If you look at earlier
years, we were running 800 deaths per
100,000 births. We are now down to 8,
but part of that is because we have al-
lowed doctors and families, when they
get into these awful, awful, awful con-
flicts to sit down and decide what the
family wants to do and what medical
professionals think is the best to do,
and we are going to take that away. We
are going to take that away if we vote
on the bill 1833. We are going to say to
them, we know better, and we are
going go to back, rolling back the safe
motherhood progress that we have
made in this country.

You are going to hear all sorts of
things on this floor. | beg people to,
please, look at the doctor’s testimony
about how the charts you see are inac-
curate and wrong, how the terms you
hear are not medically accurate terms,
and they do not describe accurately
what transpires, how the person that
they base all of this on was really
fraudulent; it was a person who never
participated in these events. We have
letters and documentation on all of
that.

So here we are taking this urban
myth, blowing it up, trying to demon-
ize, trying to undo and get Congress in-
volved in something that is a great,
great tragedy, and if we pass this bill,
we are only going to make these trage-
dies much greater.

I plead with my colleagues to find
their spines, to stand up and to really
not get involved in this demonization
of women, doctors, and their families
who have nothing but terrible choices
to make.

THE BUDGET DEFICIT CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GOODLING). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr.
SCARBOROUGH] is recognized during
morning business for 5 minutes.

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, as
we hear the words and the heated rhet-
oric from the White House regarding
the budget deficit crisis, regarding
President Clinton’s positions on the
budget, | thought it would be impor-
tant for us just to step back, because
things move so quickly in Washington
and have moved so quickly in the past
few years, | think it is important we
step back and take a perspective and
take a long look at what the Presi-
dent’s position has been on budgets, on
taxes, and on fiscal matters since he
first got elected in 1992.

First of all, we really can go back
even to the campaign. Remember when
he was campaigning through the snows
of New Hampshire and his campaign
was in crisis because of some political
scandals that were shaking him up.
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The response was to go to the New
Hampshire voters in 1992 and say, ‘I
am proposing a tax break for middle
class Americans.” | do not know how
many people remember that, but he did
it, and when he was pressed, Bill Clin-
ton, the candidate, held up his plan. He
said, ‘“‘Others talk about it. | have got
a plan right here that is going to give
middle class Americans tax cuts.”

It helped him survive the crisis in
New Hampshire, moved beyond New
Hampshire, eventually got elected as
President of the United States, and in
large part ridiculed George Bush for
breaking his ““no new taxes’” pledge.
Well, all of America sat around and
watched President Clinton after he got
elected take to the airwaves for the
first time and said, ‘“Oops, | made a
mistake. Instead of giving middle class
Americans tax relief, | am actually
going to tax you more than any Presi-
dent in the history of the United
States ever has. | am going to propose
Btu taxes, | am going to propose taxes
on senior citizens, going to increase
their taxes on Social Security up to 85
percent, | am going to lower the earn-
ing limits for senior citizens from
$34,000 to $14,000, so senior citizens can-
not remain productive after they retire
without being penalized by the Federal
Government.”’

Of course, the Republicans at that
point did not go out and say that Presi-
dent Clinton wanted senior citizens to
die like the administration is now say-
ing that we want senior citizens to die
simply because we have got the guts to
save Medicare for him, but it just
showed how the President flip-flopped
back and forth, back and forth, and
fast forward 2 years to the speech he
made a few weeks ago. | know the
House Democrats absolutely have to
love when Bill Clinton, after yanking
them along for the ride said, “‘It may
surprise you, but I think I raised taxes
too much also,” and then blamed it on
the Republicans. Now | went back over
that vote tally, and there was not a
single Republican on the House or Sen-
ate side that voted to raise the taxes,
but somehow Bill Clinton flip-flopped
again and said, “Yes, | know | raised
taxes too much on you, but it was
those Republicans’ fault.”” I am a bit
baffled, but that is OK. Bill Clinton
was baffled.

The next day he flip-flopped it again
and blamed it on talking after 7 p.m. at
night, and said, ““My mom always told
me do not go out and speak after 7 p.m.
at night, because you never know what
you are going to say.” | have a ques-
tion for the President: What is he going
to do when all the Presidential debates
coming up next year are going to be
after 7 p.m.? So what is he going to do?
I mean, if I were running against the
President, | would turn to him and say,
Mr. President, it is past 7 p.m. Do we
believe you on this issue, or is your
mom right again, or are you just mak-
ing it up as you go along? It would be
funny if it were not so frightening.

This is a question of leadership. And
you do not have to go back 2 years to
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look at the multiple flips-flops on the
budget issue, go back 2 months, look at
the first budget he proposed after the
election, the Clinton 1 budget. It was
voted down 99 to 0 in the Senate. It was
voted down 99 to 0 because it continued
sky rising deficits.

He said the balanced budget is not
necessary. He proposed a second budg-
et. It was voted down 96 to 0, and soon
after the polls showed that 88 percent
of Americans wanted a balanced budget
this year and wanted tax cuts also, mi-
raculously he flip-flopped again, which
leads us to what happened last week
where he said that he thought he raised
taxes too much on Americans, but it
was the Republicans’ fault.

I mean, now what do we do as Ameri-
cans? When our President speaks on
budget issues, when he speaks on tax
issues, when he speaks on deficit is-
sues, what do we believe? Where do we
go for leadership from the White
House? It is absolutely frightening, be-
cause he continues to flip-flop and con-
tinues to look at the polls instead of
looking at what is in America’s best in-
terest.

I ask him to follow the Republican
Party’s lead, balance the budget, bal-
ance it now for the sake of future gen-
erations.

PRESERVE ROE VERSUS WADE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WOOLSEY] is recognized during
morning business for 4 minutes.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to talk about H.R. 1833, a bill
which would criminalize some late-
term abortions.

First of all, 1 would like to say, H.R.
1833, Mr. CANADY’s bill to criminalize
specific late-term abortions is a cruel
attempt to make a political point.

Make no mistake about it, ladies and
gentlemen, the Canady bill—with all of
the emotional rhetoric, with all of the
graphic pictures, with all of the exag-
gerated testimony—is the first frontal
attack on Roe versus Wade by the new
majority. Plain and simple. The new
majority wants to do away with Roe;
the radical right wants to do away
with Roe; and the Canady bill is the
first step.

So let us be honest about what this
debate is really about.

Next, I want to talk about who will
be harmed by the Canady bill. This leg-
islation seeks to prohibit a wide array
of abortion techniques which are used
in the late stages of a pregnancy when
and if the life of the mother is in dan-
ger or a fetus is so malformed that it
has no chance to survive.

The procedures which the Canady bill
seeks to prohibit are used very, very
rarely. In fact, less than 600 times per
year, for all late term abortions and,
less than 100 a year for this procedure.
These particular abortion techniques
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are used in extreme and tragic cases.
Like a fetus with no brain; or a fetus
with missing organs; or a fetus with
the spine growing outside of the body.
The procedures which will be banned
by the Canady bill are used when the
fetus has zero chance of survival.

If women are forced to carry these
malformed fetuses to term, they are in
danger of chronic hemorrhaging, per-
manent infertility, or death.

That is what H.R. 1833 is all about.

To my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, | know that this is a difficult
issue to talk about on the floor of the
House of Representatives. | do not
think that this subject belongs here. |
do not think that Congress should be
making decisions on surgical proce-
dures.

Women and their doctors need to
make these decisions, not Members of
Congress. So let us put the decision
back where it belongs. Give women the
right to make their own decisions. Let
us preserve Roe versus Wade. | urge my
colleagues to vote ‘““no”” on H.R. 1833
when it is considered later this week.

THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12, 1995, the gentleman from California
[Mr. Kim] is recognized during morning
business for 5 minutes.

Mr. KIM. Mr. Speaker, yesterday |
was not able to complete my state-
ment, and after that |1 had numerous
phone calls and letters asking me to
complete. Why? Because the American
people deserve to know about the
EITC, earned income tax credit.

Many people do not know. | did not
know until | joined Congress. This per-
haps is the most severe attack, calling
it mean spirited cutting, putting all of
the poor people out in the cold.

I would like to tell you, the Amer-
ican people, what is really happening
on this EITC. First of all, what is
EITC? That was established back in
1975. Originally the intent was good, to
try to help those people who actually
are working, those people who are
working, but they do not earn enough
to support their families. What we are
trying to do is Government subsidize
them, give them a credit. They call it
a negative income tax. They call it
subsidy to the working poor. Excellent
idea. Nobody is complaining. | think it
is a good idea.

The Republicans are putting it, and
the Democrats are putting it. What
happened then?

If you make less than $26,000 with
kids, then Government again gives you
a little subsidy. Now, what happened is
this program became out of control.
Look at what happened here.

When this started in 1975, it only cost
the Government $1.2 billion. Then
about 10 years later it cost about $2.5
billion. But since then, we, Congress,
keep changing the law to be expanding,
it raised income level, and the eligi-
bility has kept changing. Now you do
not have to have a family. Anybody
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can receive this EITC credit without
having any family. Even a single per-
son can do it.

From then on, look what happened.
Costs have gone up, gone up 1,000 per-
cent, from $2.5 to $25 billion, absolutely
out of control. This is what is happen-
ing now.

Why do we not recognize this serious
problem? | do not know. Colleagues
have been dominating, controlling our
Congress 40 years. Why did they not ad-
dress this problem previously? A bu-
reaucrat, can they not see it? It is out
of control, a 1,000-percent increase.
Why do they not come up with some
idea to control this thing? We did, in
the budget reconciliation package.

Let me tell you what we are propos-
ing to do. We said, ‘““By golly, we can-
not let this go.” If you do not think so,
costs have gone up to $36 billion. What
we are trying to do is control cost,
bring it down a little bit, down to $31
billion, from $36 billion to $31 billion,
trying to control this out-of-control
spending speed. Now, what is wrong
with that? You call that a deep cut? |
mean, gutting it? Call that a mean
spirited cut? All we are trying to do is
trying to control this out-of-control
spending.

Why is it? Because there is a lot of
waste and fraud going on. According to
a report, it said more than 1 million
people are receiving the EITC illegally,
and GAO study says 40 percent of EITC
recipients are illegally receiving more
money than they deserve.
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The waste and fraud is totally out of
control. That is what we are trying to
control.

What we proposed on this reconcili-
ation package is as follows: No. 1, we
are going to stop giving those folks
money if they do not have any children
to support. We are going back to our
original intent, just folks who have
children. What is wrong with that?

Second, we are going to eliminate
waste and fraud. We are going to make
it tough for them to apply for the EITC
credit. They have to have proof. Those
two combinations alone can save $5 bil-
lion, easily. By doing it, we can bal-
ance the budget within 7 years.

Now, what does that mean, balancing
the budget in 7 years? According to the
Wharton Business School, they predict
if we balance the budget, the interest
will go down by 4 percent. All right.
Even if interest rates fall by even 1 per-
cent, the family who currently has a
$100,000 mortgage at 8 percent would
save $30,000. Can you imagine if we bal-
ance the budget, if you own a House
with a mortgage of $100,000 at an 8-per-
cent interest rate, you can save $30,000?
Further they say GNP will go up 28
percent, creating 20 million additional
jobs. That is what we are doing. Mr.
Speaker, come on, we are not trying to
put those people out in the cold.
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PARTIAL BIRTH ABORTION BILL IS
BAD LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. LOFGREN]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
here to speak against H.R. 1833, the so-
called partial birth abortion bill. As a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I had heard that this bill had
been introduced, and, like | think a lot
of Americans today, | thought, what
the heck is that? I called around trying
to find out what this procedure was,
but it turned out that | knew someone
who had to utilize this procedure.

As the Speaker knows, | have been in
this body for under 11 months. | started
in January. But for many years | was a
member of the board of supervisors in
Santa Clara County, and | served with
a wonderful woman, Susan Wilson, who
is a typical American person. She grew
up in Texas. She was a cheerleader, she
married her high school boy, and they
moved to San Jose, where she volun-
teered in her Methodist church, taught
sewing, and was a youth counselor. She
had three fine sons.

A year ago April, Susie was so ex-
cited to tell me she was going to have
another granddaughter. Her son Bill
and daughter-in-law Vickie were ex-
pecting their third child. It was going
to be a girl. They even picked out the
name Abigail.

Towards Easter time they found out
a very sad thing. They found out late,
it had been missed in the early tests,
that Abigail would not live. Abigail’s
brain had formed outside of her cranial
cavity, and the brain tissue that had
formed was malformed. This baby
could not live. It was a devastating
piece of news for Susie and for Vickie
and Bill and for all of us who loved and
knew that family. We cried a lot.

But one of the things that was impor-
tant to Vickie and Bill and to all of us
was that Vickie not also die, because
they have two children who need a
mother.

So Vickie and Bill did as much re-
search as they could to see, could the
child be saved? They found out regret-
tably, no, and they found out what was
Vickie’s risk. They found out, much to
their dismay, that unless there was an
intervention, Vickie could die. Cer-
tainly Abigail was going to die in any
case.

They hoped to have another child.
They found if they did not do some-
thing, that Vickie’s possibility of hav-
ing another child would be seriously
threatened. So they did engage in a
late term abortion to save Vickie’s life
and to preserve the opportunity to
have another child. They know now
that little Abigail is in heaven, and
they are grateful for that, and they
know that Vickie is still alive to be the
mother, the good mother she is, to her
children.

In the Committee on the Judiciary |
heard a lot of angry rhetoric, but | did
not hear a willingness to listen to the
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truth, to the real families that have
real tragedies that they have to cope
with. And | know that they do not need
the guidance and help of the Congress
of the United States on this very per-
sonal and horrible situation. What they
need is the help and guidance of God,
not the Congress.

A CALL TO COMMUNITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Speaker, a call
to the community. An honest conversa-
tion on race, reconciliation, and re-
sponsibility. At the close of the 20th
century, the toxic issue of race con-
fronts society everywhere. It is at the
core of the crisis facing American
cities. This working document in its
final form will be offered to the Amer-
ican people by political, business, reli-
gious, artistic, academic, and commu-
nity leaders representing a broad spec-
trum of opinion. The aim is to rally all
Americans around a vision of commu-
nity that transcends our divisions.

Mr. Speaker, America is at a cross-
roads. One road leads to community;
the other to the chaos of competing
identities and interests. We have all
hurt one another, often unconsciously,
in ways we would never intend. We
need each other. We need to eradicate
the scourge of racial division. We must
demonstrate that our diversity is our
greatest strength and that out of this
diversity is rising a new American
community. We can offer hope to a
world torn by divisions of every kind.

We invite every citizen to join us in
a renewed commitment to an American
community based on justice, reconcili-
ation and excellence. The original
promise of this country, that out of a
rich diversity of peoples a great nation
would rise, has only partially been ful-
filled. This unique experiment remains
incomplete because the promise of
equal opportunity and dignity for all
has not been fully realized. Much of the
distrust, resentment and fear in Amer-
ica today is rooted in our
unacknowledged and unhealed racial
history.

For many of us, race determines
where we live, where we send our chil-
dren to school and where we worship.
Because racism is deeply embedded in
the institutions of our society, individ-
uals are often insulated from making
personal decisions based on conscious
racial feelings and do not experience
the daily burden that their brothers
and sisters of color have to carry. We
must change the structures which per-
petuate economic and racial separa-
tion. But no unseen hand can wipe prej-
udice away. The ultimate answer to
the racial problem lies in our willing-
ness to obey the unenforceable.

The new American community will
flow from a spirit of giving freely with-
out demanding anything in return. In
the new American community, when
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any one individual is injured, exploited
or demeaned, all of us will feel the pain
and be diminished. It will be a place
where hearts can put down roots and
where each feels accepted and at home.
Some painful memories cannot be
erased. But forgiving is not forgetting;
it is letting go of the hurt.

To build this new American commu-
nity, we must empower individuals to
take charge of their lives and take care
of their communities. In cities across
America, bold experiments are taking
place. Citizens have initiated honest
conversations—between people of all
backgrounds—on matters of race, rec-
onciliation and responsibility. They
have chosen to move beyond blame and
guilt, beyond hatred and fear, deciding
to face the past with courage and hon-
esty. They are demonstrating that
through honesty, a willingness to em-
brace each other’s painful experiences,
and with God’s power to change us, the
wounds of the past can be healed and
our Nation become one community.

This approach calls us to a new con-
cept of partnership and responsibility.
It means: Listening carefully and re-
spectfully to each other and to the
whole community; bringing people to-
gether, not in confrontation but in
trust, to tackle the most urgent needs
of the community; searching for solu-
tions, focussing on what is right rather
than who is right; building lasting rela-
tionships outside our comfort zone;
honoring each person, appealing to the
best qualities in everyone, and refusing
to stereotype the other group; holding
ourselves, communities and institu-
tions accountable in areas where
change is needed; and recognizing that
the energy for fundamental change re-
quires a moral and spiritual trans-
formation in the human spirit.

PARTIAL BIRTH ABORTION ACT
NOT GOOD LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] is
recognized for 3 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing | rise in strong opposition to H.R.
1833. As a mother of five wonderful
children who supports a woman’s right
to choose, | respect the opposition that
our colleagues have to that right to
choose. Indeed, we have had some very
heated debates on that subject on this
floor. But today we are breaking new
ground, and it is, | think, most unfor-
tunate for America’s women and Amer-
ica’s families that we have a bill, be-
fore us, the so-called partial birth abor-
tion act.

Mr. Speaker, | strenuously object to
the procedures of this House that
would allow a bill with that name and
that misrepresentation to come to the
floor. The makers of that motion know
that all abortions taking place in the
third trimester are for reasons of seri-
ous fetal abnormality or risk to the life
or health of the mother.
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Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, though
medical science has developed sophisti-
cated testing to determine potential
medical problems in the pregnancy,
often these tests are not fully accurate
until later in the pregnancy. Some
women may undergo several
ultrasounds and other tests and be told
that all is well, only to have a dev-
astating anomaly detected at the 28th
week of pregnancy or beyond. Other
women may be diagnosed with cancer
or kidney failure late in pregnancy or
have a previous condition such as brit-
tle diabetes suddenly flare-up so seri-
ously that their own health and even
their lives are threatened. These
women are faced with the painful and
deeply personal choice of ending a
wanted pregnancy.

The intact DNE abortion procedure
which H.R. 1833 seeks to outlaw is for
many women in these circumstances
the safest medical option available. It
saves the life and protects the health
and safety of the mother. This is also
used when the fetus cannot sustain life.
It also enables the mother to go on
more safely to have other children,
which outlawing this procedure might
prevent her from doing.

The bill also does not take into ac-
count the indescribable agony faced by
women and families eagerly awaiting a
wanted child upon discovering late in
pregnancy that their dreams are shat-
tered. Under this bill, women could be
forced to continue their pregnancy,
even Iif it is certain, certain, Mr.
Speaker, that the fetus will not survive
birth. This is cruel, inhumane, and
medically inappropriate. The bill is bad
medicine and bad policy.

I know that this is a painful and per-
sonal matter for the people affected by
it. It should not be a decision by this
Congress. It should be a decision by a
woman, her family, her doctor, and her
God, and | urge our colleagues to op-
pose this legislation and leave the deci-
sion with the family.

RATEPAYER PROTECTION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to introduce legislation that
will, | believe, begin the process of ex-

amination of the electric industry. My
bill would repeal prospectively section
210 of the Public Utility Regulatory
Policies Act of 1978. This legislation is
only one of many important aspects of
the electric industry that must be ex-
plored and opened up for discussion. |
am hopeful that this legislation serves
as an instigator of a much larger de-
bate. | now have 15 cosponsors. It is a

bipartisan bill.
My only interest in introducing this
bill lies in achieving the most efficient

and most cost-effective means of elec-
tric generation for America’s rate-
payers. Prospective repeal of PURPA
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represents a positive step in that direc-
tion. It is important to note that
PURPA is a mandate, regardless of its
intent. It substitutes government
intervention where the marketplace
should dictate. Furthermore, PURPA
has not jump-started the renewable en-
ergy generation industry as was the
act’s intent—only 6 percent of PURPA
generated power comes from
nonrenewables.

Nonetheless, there are other impor-
tant concerns surrounding the repeal of
PURPA. It is important to note that,
just as | support deregulation through
the repeal of PURPA, | also support
the notion of more comprehensive Fed-
eral deregulation legislation that
would provide for greater and freer
competition in power generation.

I truly understand the concerns of
those in opposition to my bill—I recog-
nize that their industry has come
about largely because of PURPA. | also
recognize that not all PURPA genera-
tors abuse the system. In fact, a Geor-
gia-Pacific plant located in my district
generates its own power from the
plant’s waste, but sells none back into
the system. In this instance, PURPA
encouraged innovation and self-suffi-
ciency, a notion that | strongly believe
in: It is the American way. But the
American way does not rely on a man-
date; it dictates deregulation over reg-
ulation.

House Energy and Power Subcommit-
tee Chairman DAN SCHAEFER has indi-
cated that he intends to hold a series of
hearings on the variety of issues in-
volved in electricity deregulation and
reform. | support his efforts and look
forward to the opportunity to finally
address these important issues.

Indeed, by introducing this legisla-
tion today, | believe that I am helping
to initiate debate, not only on this im-
portant issue, but on the whole gamut
of issues surrounding the regulation of
the electric generation industry. I am
anxious to work with Chairman ScHAE-
FER, Chairman BLILEY, the House Com-
mittee on Commerce, and all other in-
terested parties as Congress moves for-
ward with its comprehensive examina-
tion of this industry.

Everyone will agree that we must
begin to explore a move toward an elec-
tricity industry that is based on com-
petition, market force, and lower
prices for ratepayers. This is certainly
my objective as | introduce this nec-
essary first piece of electricity reform
legislation.

VOTE AGAINST H.R. 1833

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. MALONEY]
is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, in the
interests of good health care and good
public policy, | urge my colleagues to
vote against H.R. 1833. In the first 6
months of the 104th Congress, 12
antichoice bills passed. This one, H.R.
1833, is by far the worst.
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The bottom line is, H.R. 1833 rep-
resents an unprecedented politically
motivated intrusion into the practice
of sound and acceptable clinical medi-
cine.

Here are the facts choice opponents
purposely ignore. Abortion in late term
pregnancy is rare, very rare. Only four
one-hundredths of a 1 percent of abor-
tions are performed at 26 weeks. H.R.
1833 provides no exceptions for cases in
which the procedure would be nec-
essary to preserve a woman'’s health or
life. The bill presents a direct constitu-
tional challenge to Roe versus Wade.

If facts do not convince you, maybe
this family’s story will. Vickie Smith,
a mother of two children, ended a
wanted pregnancy because the fetus
had abnormalities incompatible with
life. A large part of its brain was
formed outside the skull. Because
Vickie went through the safest proce-
dure available, she was able to have
more children. She is now expecting
her third child. With the safest proce-
dure known, Vickie could have become
infertile or could have died.

In the interests of good health and
public policy, please vote against H.R.
1833. Do not allow an already cruel sit-
uation to be politicized. It is bad public
policy and bad medicine.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There
being no further requests for morning
business, pursuant to clause 12, rule I,
the House will stand in recess until 10
a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 48 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mrs. MYRICK) at 10 a.m.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

From the beginning of time, O God,
Your benediction of grace has not
changed; through the steadfast herit-
age of righteous people, Your blessed
work has been accomplished; through
Your faithful and abiding word, we
have been enriched and the meaning of
life has been proclaimed, and through
Your love we have been forgiven and
redeemed and made new. On this new
day we offer our thanksgivings for the
bounty of Your blessings to us and to
all people. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House her approval thereof.
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Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes
on each side.

JOIN THE EFFORT

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Madam Speaker,
today is Halloween—the Democrat’s fa-
vorite day. AIll this year Democrats
have made a concerted effort to scare
people. They have tried to scare chil-
dren with school lunch horror stories.
They have tried to scare seniors with
their Mediscare tales from the crypt.
And they have tried to scare the poor
with EITC ghost stories.

Democrats have lost the battle of
ideas, plain and simple. The only weap-
on they have is distortion and fear.
They have no mandate. They have no
positive message of hope. And the only
way they can influence policy is to
scare the wits out of the American peo-
ple.

Madam Speaker, fear is not a hall-
mark of sound political leadership and
scaring people is what bullies do.

I challenge our friends on the other
side to stop the horror stories, take off
your masks, and join our effort to save
Medicare, reform welfare, cut taxes on
families, and balance the budget.

TRICK OR TREAT

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Madam Speaker, |
think it is appropriate here on Hal-
loween to be focused on trick or treat.
Today we have an opportunity to do
that on the question of reforming this
Congress and the issue of gifts and
lobby reform, whether there will be
more tricks for the public and more
treats for the Members of this Con-
gress. Since the opening of this Con-
gress, our Republican colleagues have
had repeated opportunities to join us in
the type of bipartisan reform of lobby
and gift ban that has occurred across
the rotunda in the U.S. Senate. thus
far, whether it was on day 1 of this
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Congress, whether it was on June 20,
whether it was on June 22, or whether
it was on September 6, our Republican
colleagues have thus, with the excep-
tion of | think two of them, refused to
join us in that kind of bipartisan clean-
up. What better day than Halloween to
say it is time to stop tricking the
American people and stop taking treats
from the lobby. It is time to get about
cleaning up this House and doing the
business of the American people.

PRESIDENTIAL TRICK OR TREAT?

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Madam
Speaker, tonight is Halloween and
Americans want to know if they will
get a trick or treat from their Presi-
dent.

The President has told Americans
that he wants these four things in the
Federal budget:

No. 1, a plan that will balance the
Federal budget in 7 years.

No. 2, a plan that will save Medicare
from bankruptcy.

No. 3, a plan that will end welfare as
we know it.

No. 4, a plan that will cut taxes for
families and reduce the capital gains
tax to spur job creation and economic
growth.

Madam Speaker, the President has
never presented such a plan. But the
House and the Senate have passed and
will shortly send to the President a
budget reconciliation plan that will
achieve all four of the President’s
goals.

The question is: Will the President
trick Americans and veto the only
budget plan that will achieve his goals
or will the President treat Americans
and just sign the balanced budget?

Madam Speaker, Americans want to
know what their President will give
them this Halloween, trick or treat.

YESTERDAY’S VOTE ON BOSNIAN
RESOLUTION A MISTAKE

(Mr. MORAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORAN. Madam Speaker, the
vote that we took yesterday on Bosnia,
even though it was overwhelming, was
a mistake. It undermined the American
President, and it undermined Ameri-
ca’s position as the leader of the free
world. | think we will live to regret it.

If you talk the talk, you have got to
be willing to walk the walk. We have
poured billions of dollars into NATO to
protect the integrity of Europe’s bor-
ders, to promote democracy, and to
make good on our vow after the holo-
caust of World War Il that it would
never happen again. The Bosnian war is
a reflection of the fact that we have al-
lowed it to happen again. If it happens
here, it can happen in other places.

The fact is that the war in Bosnia oc-
curred because of a violation of
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Bosnia’s borders by Serbia’s invasion
with soldiers and armaments. The fact
is that the massacre of Bosnian Mos-
lems is the worst holocaust to occur in
Europe since World War Il. The fact is
that America needs to be a leader in se-
curing peace in that area of the world
and in fact throughout the world, and
we cannot assume that mantle of world
leadership if we deliberately prevent
our President from acting responsibly
and effectively.

KEEPING PROMISES

(Mrs. SEASTRAND asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SEASTRAND. Madam Speaker,
approximately a year ago, the Amer-
ican people spoke loud and clear when
they elected a Republican majority in
Congress for the first time in 40 years.
They wanted us to come to Washington
and keep our promises to cut spending
and reform the way Washington works.
We have kept our promises.

We have passed a balanced budget.
We have passed real welfare reform. We
have passed tax cuts for middle class
families and small businesses, and we
have downsized the huge Federal bu-
reaucracy.

Madam Speaker, the new Republican
majority has kept our promises we
made last year. We have delivered what
the people want. Now it is time for
President Clinton to keep his campaign
promises, too.

STEALING ALL BUT THE FAMILY
JEWELS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker,
documents now reveal that Alan
Greenspan misled us, the Bush White
House used phony numbers. NAFTA is
Halloween all right, inside out. It is a
trick. Certainly not a treat.

The news that breaks today might be
good for the South if you think about
it. You already lost in the first 9
months of this year 100,000 textile jobs.
Fruit of the Loom is laying off 3,200
people and moving to Mexico.

I have heard about people stealing
your pants. This is the first time some-
body has stolen our goochies, ladies
and gentleman.

While Congress is debating 4-year
deals, 5-year deals, 7-year deals, | pre-
dict in 1999 Congress will be debating a
10-year deal. The reason is very simple.
America will never balance the budget,
let alone pay one dime off on this mas-
sive debt without jobs. As long as the
good-paying jobs are going overseas, we
will continue to lose our pants.

Thank God it could have been worse.
They could have stolen our family jew-
els.
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CELEBRATING HALLOWEEN ALL
YEAR

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Madam Speaker, as
many other colleagues of mine who
come to this well have noted, today is
in fact Halloween. In listening to the
Clinton liberals here on the other side
talk over the past several months, |
have come to the conclusion that they
have really been trying to celebrate
Halloween all year long.

Madam Speaker, it really makes for
perverse verse. Because when we talk
about Medicare, the liberals howl
about Mediscare; and when we speak of
Medicaid, the liberals moan of
Medifraid; and when we pass the Bal-
anced Budget Act, the liberals scream,
““Give us your tax dollars, Jack;” and
when we discuss welfare reform, the
liberals bitterly cry, ‘“Oh, please keep
the norm.”

Madam Speaker, the liberals have
tried their fear tactics, and they have
cried wolf once too often. The Amer-
ican people want us to balance the
budget, reform welfare, and preserve
and protect Medicare and Medicaid.

Madam Speaker, let us get serious.
Friends, join us and let us give the
American people what they really
want.

104TH CONGRESS SCARIEST ON
HALLOWEEN

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Madam Speaker, the
scariest things this Halloween are the
tricks and treats being doled out by
the Republican-led Congress. The prob-
lem is that the American people get all
the tricks, while lobbyists get all the
treats.

When lobbyists come knocking on
the doors of this House there are plen-
ty of GOP goodies to go around. If you
come dressed as a golfer—you will be
treated to a gift ban bill that does not
ban lobbyist-paid golf trips.

If you come dressed as a corporate
big-wig or millionaire—you will be
treated to more than your share of the
Republican’s $245 billion tax cut. And,
if you come dressed as a doctor—you
will be treated to 3 billion dollars’
worth of goodies in the GOP Medicare
bill.

But, if you come dressed as a senior
citizen, a student or a veteran, a work-
ing man or woman, there are no treats,
only tricks. The scariest thing this
Halloween may just be the 104th Con-
gress.

GO BIG RED

(Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)



H 11466

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Madam
Speaker, | rise today to settle a bet.

About a week ago, the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] challenged
me to a small wager on the outcome of
the Colorado Buffalo-Nebraska
Cornhusker football game. | accepted
that challenge, and the Cornhuskers
did not let me down.

The decisive score: Nebraska 44, Colo-
rado 21. Nebraska apparently is well on
its way to defending its national cham-
pionship, and perhaps another national
championship game in Arizona in the
Fiesta Bowl.

This is the cap that the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ALLARD] will be
wearing around Capitol Hill today. |
want you all to take a good look at it,
and | hope that you will all take the
time to congratulate him on the vic-
tory of the team whose cap he is sport-
ing.

I know, Madam Speaker, that this
time is devoted to serious issues affect-
ing each of our districts, but football is
serious in Nebraska as well as Colo-
rado. | can think of few things of any
more interest or that unite people
more than football.

Go Big Red.

KILLING MEDICARE

(Mr. OLVER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. OLVER. Madam Speaker, the Re-
publicans are cutting Medicare by $270
billion. Why such an extreme cut?

The Republican Speaker, Mr. GING-
RICH, tells seniors he wants to save
Medicare. The Republican Senate lead-
er says he wants to save Medicare. But
what do they say when they are not
talking to elderly voters?

Last week the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. GINGRICH] said, “We don’t get
rid of Medicare in round one because
we don’t think that's politically
smart.”

Mr. DoLE told a large group from the
insurance industry, he is proud of his
1965 vote against the creation of Medi-
care.

The Republicans are not saving Medi-
care, they are making extreme cuts in
Medicare to pay for the tax cuts for the
wealthiest of Americans.

They have made it clear, in their own
words, this is only round one. The Re-
publicans intend to kill Medicare.

CORNHUSKERS TOP BUFFALOES

(Mr. ALLARD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ALLARD. Madam Speaker, | rise
today to recognize a frightening per-
formance by the Nebraska Cornhusker
football team this past Saturday, Octo-
ber 28, against the University of Colo-
rado Golden Buffaloes.

Nebraska quarterback Tommie
Frazier and his Cornhuskers bedeviled

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

and bewitched the CU team, proving to
the Nation why Nebraska was the na-
tional champion last year, and why the
team is ranked No. 1 this week.

The Buffs are still haunted by a fum-
ble that was ruled dead, and which cost
them a touchdown. And although the
Buffs fought a hard battle, they jinxed
themselves with untold penalties.

I will be doing my Halloween bit
today by wearing a Nebraska football
cap, as | promised my good friend, Con-
gressman BiLL BARRETT of Nebraska.
And | am giving that Cornhusker a
sack of candy corn, in the hopes of
sweetening Nebraska’s chances to re-
peat as national champs.
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MEDICARE: SAVING IT OR
DESTROYING IT?

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Speak-
er, last week the Gingrich plan passed
Congress. If you make $20,000 a year,
your taxes will go up. If you make 10
times that amount of money, you will
get a several thousand dollar tax
break.

The Gingrich plan cuts student loans
to middle class families and cuts Medi-
care $270 billion in order to pay for a
tax break for America’s wealthiest peo-
ple.

Why do they want to destroy Medi-
care? Listen to Speaker GINGRICH’S own
words when he spoke to a group of in-
surance executives:

Now, we didn’t get rid of it in round one
because we don’t think that that’s politi-
cally smart and we don’t think that’s the
right way to go through a transition. But we
believe it’s going to wither on the vine be-
cause we think people are voluntarily going
to leave it.

Madam Speaker, that is wrong to
want to destroy Medicare, particularly
at the same time that you say you are
trying to save it.

STOP SUBSIDIZING LOBBYISTS

(Mr. WICKER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WICKER. Madam Speaker, | rise
today as an advocate for the taxpayer
whose hard-earned dollars are going to
subsidize Washington lobbyists. The
lobbyists | speak of directly benefit
from the Federal grant system, de-
signed to help people and charities, not
line the pockets of inside-the-beltway
lobbyists.

When | tell my constituents that the
Federal Government gives away over
$39 billion per year in grant money
with little or no strings attached, they
tell me to stop this business-as-usual
attitude in Washington.

If these groups were not spending
money on political and partisan activi-
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ties, they would have much more
money for the services they are in-
tended to perform and they would not
have to take as much—or any—money
from hard-working Americans.

The Istook-Mclntosh-Ehrlich amend-
ment to the Treasury-Postal con-
ference report would require Federal
grantees to open their books and be ac-
countable to the taxpayers who fund
them. Sunshine, Madam Speaker. Let
us show the taxpayers how their money
is being spent. It is only fair and the
right thing to do.

As President of the freshman class, |
can tell you that this is the kind of re-
form we promised the American people
last November—Ilet us deliver in the
104th Congress.

MEDICARE

(Mr. THOMPSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to convey the frustrations
that so many senior citizens expressed
to me while | was in my district the
past weekend. | can picture one of the
seniors who approached me and begged,
“please do not let them take my only
source of medical insurance away, |
can’t afford to pay a dime more.”” This
little lady was talking about the in-
crease in her Medicare premiums that
is being proposed by the Republican
Congress.

Madam Speaker, this lady’s request
resonated throughout the Second Con-
gressional District in  Mississippi.
These seniors cannot afford to pay
more so that those wealthy Americans
can receive a tax break. Can you imag-
ine a poor senior citizen, receiving only
$400 a month in Social Security in-
come, who currently spends $46.10 a
month for health care premiums now
having to pay $97.70? That’s over a 100-
percent increase in premiums. That’s
outrageous. That’s cruel. Is this the
Government that was created by the
people and for the people? The question
now is, which people? Ask a low-in-
come senior citizen and they will tell
you: the rich people.

How can we, as responsible Members of
Congress, advocate raising a poor senior citi-
zen's premium to pay for a tax cut for those
Americans who can live without it. This is not
democracy but hypocrisy.

The Republican plan to cut $270 billion out
of Medicare is a cruel and devastating attack
on our mothers and grandmothers. Do you
really think that your rich friends need a tax
cut this much? | do not think so. Republicans
please think about what you are doing and
spare the pain that you are causing our sen-
iors with your tax hike on their Medicare. The
over 388,000 Medicare beneficiaries in Mis-
sissippi beg you not to jeopardize their health
insurance. Let us not make these seniors
choose between food and medical care.
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STOP THOSE WHO WOULD SAVE
CASTRO

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
they cannot have it both ways on Cas-
tro. Here, Business Week quotes a fel-
low named Andreas who is a business-
man who is lobbying for Castro. It says
the embargo has been a total failure; it
ought to be ended.

Then you have got Time Magazine
saying the purpose of Castro’s visit to
New York was very specific: He is des-
perate to end the embargo. With no
more subsidies from the Soviet Union,
the economy has ground to a halt. Nor-
malized trade with a huge market 90
miles north would make all the dif-
ference for Castro. If the embargo is
not working, why is Castro so des-
perate to get rid of it?

We have got two groups lobbying for
Castro. We have the capitalists who
want to take advantage of the slave
economy and exploit Cuban workers,
and we have the ideologues, like a cou-
ple of our colleagues, who drooled all
over Castro to give him gifts when he
went to New York. They are in concert
now. They are in coalition.

But we will press forward with
Helms-Burton. The American people
cannot stand Castro. They know what
he is doing to the Cuban people. We are
going to succeed, in stopping him. We
are going to succeed in passing Helms-
Burton and preventing this coalition of
capitalists and ideologues from saving
him.

WHAT IS THE TRAIN WRECK?

(Mr. DURBIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DURBIN. Madam Speaker, we are
coming to the close of this congres-
sional session, but it is the toughest
part. You see, the Republicans have
passed the Gingrich budget which
makes deep cuts in Medicare, imposes
new taxes on working families and,
frankly, President Clinton and many of
the congressional Democrats have said
we find this unacceptable.

So how will Speaker GINGRICH force
through these changes? What he sug-
gested we do is, frankly, to have the so-
called train wreck, in other words, we
do not appropriate money for Federal
agencies so they have to turn out the
lights, and even worse, we would basi-
cally not extend the debt ceiling of the
United States as is necessary.

What is the debt ceiling? It is basi-
cally the full faith and credit of this
Government behind our financial obli-
gations. Now, there is a coalition of 130
Republicans led by a Michigan Repub-
lican Member of this House who has
come up with suggestions to the Treas-
ury Department printed in this morn-
ing’s Washington Times about how
they can get by even if we do not ex-
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tend the debt ceiling. Do you know
what they suggest, these Republicans?
They suggest that we do not send the
refunds to people for their income tax
returns next year. That is one of their
bright ideas.

The second one is, do not put money
in the Social Security trust fund. That
is the height of irresponsibility.

A BALANCED BUDGET AND THE
DEBT CEILING

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Madam
Speaker, | would suggest to the pre-
vious speaker, learn the facts and that
would enhance everybody’s conclusion
of what is best for this country.

I am usually not critical on a par-
tisan basis. But looking at what some
of the Democrats have suggested, look-
ing at what Secretary Rubin looks into
that television camera and tells the
American people is less than the hon-
est truth.

I think it is important, No. 1, that we
end up with a balanced budget in this
country. | think it is important that
we use the single, sole leverage that we
have, and that is holding back the vote
on yet again increasing the debt ceiling
of the United States of America. We
have increased this debt ceiling 77
times since 1940. It has become a mat-
ter of tradition. | say it is enough.

| say let us do what was done in 1985
and 1986 during Gramm-Rudman. Let
us do what was done to President Bush
in 1990. Let us use the debt ceiling vote
as leverage.

I would ask everybody to attend the
Joint Committee on Policy meeting to-
morrow at 10 a.m.

CONGRATULATIONS TO WORLD
CHAMPION ATLANTA BRAVES

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Madam
Speaker, on Saturday night in Atlanta,
Justice was served—served a high
fastball he parked in the right field
seats.

That was all the help Tom Glavine
would need. With one of the greatest
pitching performances of all time, the
Atlanta Braves won the World Series—
they are world champions.

Since day one, the Braves were on a
mission—a quest. They dug deep within
themselves to find the courage, the raw
courage, to win the NL East—to beat
the Rockies, the Reds, and, finally, the
Cleveland Indians—the second best
team in baseball.

The old saying—qgreat pitching beats
great hitting—held true. The Braves’
pitchers were too much for the Indians.
But another old saying did not hold
true. Nice guys do not always finish
last. Congratulations to the World
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Champion Atlanta Braves. Go Braves,
go Braves, go Braves.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO REINFORCE OUR COMMON
BOND

(Mr. ROTH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTH. Madam Speaker, yester-
day we almost witnessed the divorce of
a nation. Our great friend and neighbor
to the north, Canada, just narrowly
avoided splitting in two over linguistic
and cultural differences. Canada may
yet split up, and linguistic tensions
there were not erased by the razor-thin
victory of unity yesterday.

Canada’s example is a cautionary
tale for the United States. We are the
most diverse nation in the world. We
have over 190 languages here. They
have only two.

Within 5 years, one out of every
seven Americans will not speak Eng-
lish. We have to make English our offi-
cial language so we can keep that com-
monality, so we can keep one Nation,
one language, one people. It is impor-
tant, as important as never before.

So | am asking the Members here to
sign onto the bill, H.R. 739, so we can
keep our commonality. | have intro-
duced this legislation that seeks to re-
inforce the common bond that holds
our country together, the English lan-
guage.

We encourage people to study other
languages and speak another language
at home, but when you vote, when you
work with the Government, it has to be
done in the English language so we can
keep that commonality.

TAXPAYER-FUNDED POLITICAL
ADVOCACY

(Mr. LARGENT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LARGENT. Madam Speaker, |
rise today to urge my colleagues to
support a much needed lobbying reform
measure which would put an end to
what has come to be known in Wash-
ington as Welfare for Lobbyists. I am
quite certain that if taxpayers knew
that their hard earned money is being
spent to subsidize the political activity
of certain Federal grant recipients,
they would be as outraged as | am over
this practice.

As Members of Congress, we have
been entrusted by the citizens of this
country to oversee how Federal tax
dollars are spent. If we continue to
allow the incestuous practice of tax-
payer-subsidized political activity, we
will have betrayed this trust.

We are in the middle of a budget bat-
tle. We are trying to reign in wasteful
Government spending in the name of
fiscal responsibility. How can we face
our constituents and say that we have
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met that responsibility, if we continue
to line the pockets of lobbyists with 39
billion dollars’ worth of public money?

These lobbyists are exploiting their
status as nonprofit grant recipients.
The time has come to say ‘“no more.”’
Too many groups have spent too much
money to promote the narrow self-in-
terests of too few. Say ‘‘no” to this
outrage by voting “‘yes’ to the Istook-
Mclntosh-Ehrlich amendment. Vote to
end Welfare for Lobbyists.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2492, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
1996

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Madam Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on
Rules, | call up House Resolution 239
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REsS. 239

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 2492) making appro-
priations for the Legislative Branch for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1996, and for
other purposes. The bill shall be debatable
for one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropriations. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
UPTON). The gentleman from Florida
[Mr. DiAaz-BALART] is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, | yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. FRosST], pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to insert extraneous
material into the RECORD.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 239 is a closed rule,
which is entirely appropriate in this
circumstance in order to provide for
the timely consideration of the legisla-
tive branch appropriations bill. The
President vetoed the conference report
on this bill on October 3, after it had
easily passed both the House and Sen-
ate, and in his veto message, claimed
he had no problem with the bill’s con-
tent, merely its timing. Therefore, we
do not need to relive the amending
process, and rather than going through
the process of a veto override attempt,
we should pass this bill quickly so that
we can move on to the remaining
spending bills.

The rule provides for consideration of
the bill in the House, with 1 hour of
general debate, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. Also, the
rule provides one motion to recommit.
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House Resolution 239 brings to the
floor H.R. 2492, which is identical to
the conference report on H.R. 1854,
which passed the House on September 6
by an overwhelming vote of 305 to 101.
This bill has strong bipartisan support,
and even the President described the
bill in his veto message as “A dis-
ciplined bill, one that | would sign
under different circumstances.” The
House will have shortly completed ac-
tion on all the spending bills, and the
President has now signed both the
military construction and agriculture
appropriations measures. When H.R.
2492 reaches the President’s desk, hope-
fully the President will also sign this
bill, this time.

One issue that arose at the Rules
Committee has been debated in many
settings, including during debate on
the rule on the Transportation appro-
priations conference report last week—
gift ban legislation. Many of us would
like to see action on this issue as soon
as possible, and in case any of you
missed the announcement by the ma-
jority leader last week, our leadership
is planning to have a lobbying reform
bill and tough new gift restrictions on
the House floor by November 16. Ac-
cording to the majority leader, the
Senate language will serve as the start-
ing point, and later this week, we will
be holding a hearing at Rules on the
issue. Many Members would like the
opportunity to improve on the Senate
language, and therefore merely attach-
ing the Senate bill to an appropriations
measure in the House is not the way to
proceed now that we have a commit-
ment to move gift reform as a separate
piece of legislation. Although it was ar-
gued that the legislative branch appro-
priations bill was ‘“‘an appropriate vehi-
cle,” it is nonetheless not germane to
attach the Senate gift ban to this bill.
Let’s give the topic of gift reform the
opportunity to be fully debated in the
context of its own legislation.

As a Member of Congress who serves
on both of the Speaker-appointed com-
mittees, and in my role on the Com-
mittee on House Oversight, | am very
proud of the reforms achieved in the
legislative branch appropriations bill,
based on the recommendations by
House Oversight. We had some tough
choices to make, but getting our own
House in order and cutting our own
budget was a necessary and important
first step in the long and difficult road
toward achieving a balanced Federal
budget.

Mr. Speaker, as you will recall from
the House’s consideration of this bill in
June, and again in September, H.R.
2492 incorporates House oversight plans
to greatly reform the internal work-
ings of the House of Representatives.
This bill is below the subcommittee’s
602(b) allocation and is over 8 percent
below last year’s spending level. Addi-
tionally, H.R. 2492 consolidates offices
and paves the way for the privatization
of some functions that may be less
costly when performed by the private
sector.
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I would like to commend Chairman
THOMAS, Chairman PACKARD, ranking
member FAzi0, and of course Chairman
LIVINGSTON, for their excellent work in
bringing this bill forward.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 239 is
necessary to preserve the agreements
reached in conference, and agreed to in
the House and Senate, on legislative
branch appropriations. | urge adoption
of both the rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

0 1030

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 2492. | oppose this
rule for one simple reason: The Repub-
lican majority has again denied the
House the opportunity to use this bill
as the vehicle to finally consider and
pass real congressional reform.

The Republican majority has spent
the last 10 months talking about the
reforms the American people voted for
last November. But talk is all we have
gotten when it comes to enacting a gift
ban and reforming lobby laws. I must
ask, Mr. Speaker, is the Republican
party all talk and no action? The ma-
jority leader has time and again prom-
ised action on these issues, but time
and again the Republican majority has
denied the full House the opportunity
to take a vote on what the Republicans
claim they were elected and sent to
Washington to do.

My colleague, the gentlewoman from
Utah [Mrs. WALDHOLTZ], has stated her
intention to introduce new gift ban and
lobby reform legislation and our chair-
man, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SoLomMON], has stated his intention
to hold hearings on this matter. But, |
must again ask why do we need to keep
on talking about this issue when the
opportunity to take action is right
here and right now. Because this rule
will not allow the House to consider
this issue today that | will oppose or-
dering the previous question on this
resolution and will seek to amend the
rule to permit the House to consider
gift ban and lobby reform legislation.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard many
promises from the Republican leader-
ship that this important reform will be
considered by November 16. But Mr.
Speaker, since January promises have
been made only to be broken. | do not
question the sincerity of the pledges
made by my chairman or my Rules
Committee colleague, but again, |
must ask why wait when we can act
right now?

Mr. Speaker, when the Rules Com-
mittee considered this rule 2 weeks
ago, | offered an amendment to the
rule proposed by the Republican major-
ity. My amendment would have al-
lowed for the consideration of the gift
ban and lobby reform legislation spon-
sored by my friend, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BRYANT]. At that
meeting—2 weeks ago Mr. Speaker—
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the Republican majority stated that
the legislative branch appropriations
bill was not the proper vehicle to con-
sider such legislation. And even if it
were, the legislation introduced by Mr.
BRYANT was in need of improvement.
And so, instead of allowing the House
the opportunity to make the so-called
needed improvements to the Bryant
proposal, much less consider it at all,
the Republican majority proceeded to
vote on a strict party line vote against
my amendment to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that if
the Republican majority were so dedi-
cated to the principle of reforming the
House, then any bill would be the ap-
propriate vehicle to carry such impor-
tant reforms. And, Mr. Speaker, if Mr.
BRYANT’s legislation is so flawed why
then should we not bring the original
proposal of Mrs. WALDHOLTZ to the
floor and amend that proposal as need-
ed? And, in addition to the Waldholtz
proposal, why not consider the lobby
reform proposal of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. McHALE], whose bill
has nine Republican cosponsors? Why
not, Mr. Speaker?

Since the Speaker’s Task Force on
Reform has not consulted with the
Democratic members of the Rules
Committee, we can only speculate
about which amendments may be con-
sidered necessary to improve the Bry-
ant proposal. | have read in the news-
paper that the majority leader is con-
sidering rethinking the provision of the
Senate-passed gift-ban relating to
Members’ attendance at charity golf,
skiing, and tennis tournaments. Does
the Republican majority believe that
allowing Members to attend these
events for free is a significant improve-
ment on a ban on the acceptance of
gifts from those who lobby Congress
and seek to influence the legislative
process?

I have also read that the majority
leader thinks the lobby reform legisla-
tion might also be the appropriate ve-
hicle to attach a ban on lobbying by
nonprofit groups—such as the Amer-
ican Red Cross or the YWCA—who re-
ceive Federal grants. Mr. Speaker, as
the majority leader well knows, at-
taching that issue to this legislation is
a sure way to guarantee that nothing is
done this year and probably next year.
And, Mr. Speaker, what kind of reform
is it that allows Members to play golf
with lobbyists at exclusive country
clubs while at the same time prohibit-
ing the Red Cross from lobbying in our
offices?

And so, in order to allow the House
to consider proposals adopted by the
Senate last summer, it is my intention
to offer an amendment to this rule
which would allow the House to con-
sider the Waldholtz and McHale propos-
als along with the legislative branch
appropriations bill.

Mr. Speaker, this rule is being used
as a convenient way to avoid directly
addressing an issue that truly does res-
onate outside the beltway. Briefings
and hearings in the Rules Committee
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really don’t mean much to my con-
stituents. Many of them pay very close
attention to the United We Stand
movement and support for this issue is
considered to be a paramount test of an
incumbent’s willingness to truly re-
form the Congress. And, | suspect, on
this issue, actions will indeed speak
louder than briefings and hearings.

Mr. Speaker, | have repeatedly of-
fered amendments in the Rules Com-
mittee which would, had they been
adopted by the Republican majority,
afforded the House the opportunity to
vote on the gift ban and lobby reform
legislation. It is time to stop talking
about reform and to start enacting re-
form. | would urge my colleagues to
vote for real congressional reform and
to defeat the previous question in order
that this rule can be amended to allow
the consideration of gift ban-lobby re-
form legislation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from California [Mr. PAcCK-
ARD].

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious the gen-
tleman from Texas is not opposed to
this bill. It is obvious that his only in-
tent in opposing the rule is that it does
not permit for a debate on a totally
separate and independent issue. The
majority leader has made a very clear
and succinct promise that the gift ban
issue will be brought up within the
next couple of weeks, and | think that
that is what we fully intend to do.

There is no question that the gift ban
needs to be debated at length and in de-
tail on the floor of the House, and it
will be. But an hour’s debate on a bill
that is totally unrelated to it is not
the best time nor the place to do it.

I am convinced that the 2 weeks is
not going to do harm to the issue. The
President has indicated that this is a
good bill. This is a good rule. It per-
mits us to readdress the bill that he ve-
toed for extraneous reasons, totally un-
related to the merits of the bill. Thus,
the appropriate thing is for us to pass
this rule, to debate the bill, to pass the
bill, send it to the President, along
with several other appropriations bills,
and then debate the gift ban issue at
the appropriate time and with the ap-
propriate amount of time to do it prop-
erly.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRY-
ANT] surely would not wish for us to
limit the debate on the gift ban to 1
hour. It deserves more than that. It is
not without controversy, and certainly
what would be the time to do it, when
we have time.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PACKARD. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. BRYANT of Te